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TO  THE  PUBLIC. 


Danville ,  August  18,  1842. 

Mr.  Thomas  Chambers — 

I  avail  myself  of  the  first  opportunity,  upon  your  return  into  the  State, 
to  call  your  attention  to  the  testimony  given  by  Samuel  D.  Ingham  and 
Lewis  S.  Corryell,  herewith  forwarded  to  you,  in  a  pamphlet  report  of  the 
Committee  of  which  Mr.  Sharswood  was  Chairman.  My  object  is  to  know 
explicitly,  whether  you  ever  received  any  letter  purporting  to  be  written 
by  me  relative  to  the  purchase  of  the  Reporter,  or  securing  its  columns  for 
any  object?  Whether  you  at  any  time  exhibited  any  paper  to  S.  D.  Ingham 
or  L.  S.  Corryell,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  me,  upon  said  subject,  or  having 
any  connection  with  it  directly  or  indirectly?  Whether  you  ever  addressed 
to  me  any  answer  to  any  such  communication  ?  Whether  you  ever  had  or 
exhibited  an  article,  written  by  me,  for  the  Reporter  or  any  other  paper  ? 
And  finally,  whether  you  had  any  correspondence  or  conversation  with  me, 
upon  the  subject  of  influencing  the  Legislature,  by  improper  means,  or  hav¬ 
ing  the  slightest  relation  to  the  matters  which  were  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Investigation  ? 

I  desire  such  an  answer  as  you  would  at  any  time  be  willing  to  give 
under  oath,  if  required. 

Yours,  &c. 

ELLIS  LEWIS. 


Montour  Iron  Works ,  August  19,  1842. 

Dear  Sir — Your  letter  of  the  18th  inst.  has  been  received,  and  I  reply 
to  it  with  more  than  my  usual  promptitude. 

I  assert  positively  that  no  letter  or  proposition  in  writing  was  ever  ad¬ 
dressed  so  me,  by  you,  in  relation  to  the  purchase  of  the  “  Reporter,”  or 
securing  its  columns  for  any  object,  or  any  paper  having  your  signature  or 
in  your  handwriting,  or  dictated  (so  far  as  I  know)  by  you,  exhibited  either 
to  Samuel  D.  Ingham  or  L.  S.  Corryell,  and  that  no  note  was  ever  written 
by  me,  to  you,  in  relation  to  this  purchase. 

While  at  Harrisburg,  or  elsewhere,  I  held  no  conversation  or  corres¬ 
pondence,  either  with  you  or  any  other  individual,  in  reference  to  the  sub¬ 
ject  (corruption  of  the  Legislature)  before  the  Committee,  and  that  I  know 
of  no  corrupt  means  used  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  the  purpose  of 
influencing  the  action  of  the  Legislature,  or  any  department  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  for  the  benefit  of  the  banks. 

I  regret  excessively,  that  a  long  absence  from  this  State,  on  business  of 
deep  and  all  absorbing  interest  to  my  concerns  here ,  prevented  me  from 
attending  before  the  Committee  at  Harrisburg,  and  that  I  have  only  to-day , 
for  the  first  time ,  read  the  testimony  referred  to  in  your  letter. 

In  conclusion,  I  have  only  to  remark,  that  all  those  who  acted  with  me, 
at  Harrisburg,  were,  so  far  as  I  could  judge,  influenced  by  the  purest  mo¬ 
tives,  and  a  deep  anxiety  for  the  general  welfare,  and  believed  that  the 
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suspension  of  the  Banks  was  under  the  pressure  of  an  inevitable  and  over¬ 
whelming  necessity,  and  if  not  sustained  by  wise  legislation,  would  break 
down  the  best  interests  of  the  State  and  paralize  all  business. 

This  is  such  an  answer  as  I  would  give  under  oath.  With  respect  and 
regard, 

Yours,  &c. 

THOS.  CHAMBERS. 

The  foregoing  correspondence,  between  Judge  Ellis  Lewis  and  Thomas 
Chambers,  contains  wTithin  itself  my  apology  for  troubling  the  public  with 
the  following  remarks. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  session  of  the  Legislature  of  Pennsylvania  for 
1840,  was  one  of  peculiar  interest ;  almost  every  person  engaged  in  busi¬ 
ness  had  participated  more  or  less  in  the  expanded  and  licentious  credits  of 
preceding  years ;  even  the  most  cautious  were  involved,  although  they  had 
contracted  no  debts  themselves,  their  debtors  had,  and  whatever  affected 
the  latter  could  not  miss  the  former.  All  eyes  were  turned  to  Harrisburg, 
and  many  persons  visited  that  place  during  the  session,  to  make  known 
their  wishes  as  to  the  action  of  the  Legislature  upon  the  banks  and  cur¬ 
rency.  After  much  importunity  by  persons  interested  with  me  in  a  coal 
company,  I  consented  to  go,  mainly  for  the  same  purpose.  On  a  second 
visit,  toward  the  close  of  the  session,  I  saw  Thomas  Chambers  there,  with 
whom  I  had  some  previous  acquaintance,  and  was  led  to  conclude  from  his 
own  conversations,  that  he  represented  the  Bank  of  the  United  States.  This 
impression  has  been  since  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  the  president,  Mr. 
Dunlap,  who  says  in  page  49,  of  the  printed  report  of  a  committee  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  that  “  he  (Mr.  Chambers)  was  em¬ 
ployed  as  an  agent.” 

Judge  Lewis,  as  appears  by  his  own  testimony,  (p.  144)  was  also  at  Har¬ 
risburg,  “not  employed  by  the  bank  or  any  of  them,”  nor  “  upon  that  busi¬ 
ness,”  but  “  merely  “  for  recreation,  conceiving  it  to  be  a  pleasant  place 
that  he  was  there  “  without  any  business,  not  being  employed  or  paid  by 
any  body.”  Being  asked  by  the  committee,  he  says  he  saw  Daniel  M. 
Brodhead  “  moving  about” — “  thought  him  an  influential  borer” — “  no¬ 
ticed  that  a  number  of  gentlemen  voted  differently  after  his  arrival,  from 
the  votes  they  had  given  before.”  Judge  Lewis  was  therefore  quite  ob¬ 
serving  as  to  Mr.  Brodhead’s  movements;  at  least  a  close  examiner  of 
them,  for  a  mere  amateur ,  who  had  no  business  and  was  only  recreating. 
In  answer  to  another  question  by  the  committee,  he  says  he  “  had  conver¬ 
sations  with  him  (D.  M.  Brodhead,)  about  the  bill  which  was  pending,’’ 
and  he  (Broadhead,)  intimated  that  “he  was  paid  for  his  services.”  Judge 
Lewis  had  no  money  transactions  with  D.  M.  Brodhead  but  “  something 
fell  from  him  at  one  time  from  which  I  inferred  (he  says,)  that  he  would 
be  willing  to  pay  my  expenses  if  I  remained,  which  I  declined.”  It  thus 
appears  that  there  was  a  confidential  intimacy  and  a  concert  of  opinion  and 
purpose  between 'Judge  Lewis  and  D.  M.  Brodhead,  which  induced  the 
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latter  to  offer  to  pay  his  expenses.  It  further  appears  from  the  testimony 
of  Judge  Lewis,  that  when  in  Philadelphia  he  “dined  at  Mr.  Dunlap’s 
house  with  Judge  Porter  and  Thomas  Chambers,  and  that  he  also  conversed 
with  them  and  Mr.  Lawrence  Lewis,  one  of  the  committee  of  the  United 
States  Bank,  (a  relation,  too)  on  the  subject.”  Which  confirms  the  idea 
that  his  wishes  were  understood  to  be  in  unison  with  those  gentlemen. 
These  facts  show  the  position  of  Judge  Lewis  as  to  Mr.  Chambers,  as 
also  to  his  predecessor  or  coadjutor,  D.  M.  Brodhead,  of  whom  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  say  a  few  words. 

George  Handy,  a  member  of  the  aforesaid  committee  of  the  Bank  of  the 
United  States,  “appointed  to  proceed  to  Harrisburg  or  take  such  measures 
as  they  may  deem  necessary  for  the  interests  of  the  bank,”  states  in  his 
evidence  (p.  78,)  that  “  in  an  interview  with  Judge  Porter  in  regard  to 
legislation  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank,  he  (Judge  Porter)  said  that  some¬ 
thing  ought  to  be  done,  and  that  nothing  could  be  done,  in  his  opinion,  but 
what  was  usually  resorted  to,  to  procure  legislation ;  that  some  person 
should  be  sent  here,  who  could  call  to  his  aid  persons  from  various  parts  of 
the  State  to  assist  in  procuring  legislation  that  was  deemed  necessary,  and 
suggested  that  Mr.  D.  M.  Brodhead  should  be  procured.  In  consequence 
of  that  conversation  and  other  circumstances,  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Brodhead  to 
come  up  here,  which  he  did .”  George  Handy  further  states  (p.  81,)  that 
he  paid  “  about  $120,000  to  Brodhead !”  which  sum  was  to  be  disbursed  by 
Brodhead  in  calling  “  to  his  aid  persons  from  various  parts  of  the  State,” 
&c.  &c.  Such  is  the  man  whom  Judge  Lewis  appears  to  have  understood 
so  well,  and  whose  services  he  so  highly  appreciated;  “he  thought  him 
a  very  influential  borer.”  D.  M.  Brodhead  was  therefore  the  agent  for 
disbursing  $120,000  “  to  procure  legislation,”  and  Judge  Lewis  knew  that 
he  was  paid  for  his  services”  and  “  inferred  from  something  that  fell  from 
him”  that  he  had  some  money  to  spare  for  a  useful  friend.  “  Something 
that  fell ” — this  expression  indicates  the  probable  style  of  a  corrupt  overture. 
When  or  how  D.  M.  Brodhead’s  agency  ceased,  and  that  of  Thomas  Cham¬ 
bers  began,  does  not  appear;  but  there  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  Judge 
Lewis  knew  of  Mr.  Chambers’  agency;  he  had  dined  with  him  and  other 
directors  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  in  Philadelphia,  when  legislation 
for  the  bank  was  the  subject  of  conversation.  If  Judge  Lewis  knew  that 
Brodhead  had  money  to  pay  for  services,  he  might  naturally  conclude  that 
his  successor  or  coadjutor,  Chambers,  was  provided  with  the  same  means. 
And  supposing  that  the  virtue  which  resisted  an  offer  to  pay  expenses,  had 
yielded  to  the  hope  of  getting  a  larger  sum,  what  process  would  be  more 
natural  or  likely  to  accomplish  the  object,  with  so  little  risk  of  exposure,  as 
that  of  proposing  to  buy  up  an  influential  newspaper  at  the  seat  of  Govern¬ 
ment  1  This  brings  me  to  the  point  at  issue  between  Judge  Lewis  and 
Thomas  Chambers  on  one  side,  and  myself  on  the  other.  I  have  stated 
under  the  solemnity  of  an  oath,  that  Mr.  Chambers  showed  me  a  letter 

purporting  to  be  from  Judge  Lewis,  intimating  “that  the  Reporter  could 
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be  secured  for  $4000,  expressing  a  desire  that  a  check  would  be  given  him 
immediately  for  the  money.”  This  fact  is  denied  first  by  Judge  Lewis, 
who  seems  to  regard  the  imputation  as  seriously  discreditable  to  him.  A 
further  reference  to  his  testimony,  (p.  145),  will  show  by  his  own  confes¬ 
sion  how  far  he  is  guilty  of  the  charge  of  attempting  to  raise  money  from 
Mr.  Chambers  to  secure  the  columns  of  the  Repoiter.  It  should  be  under¬ 
stood,  that  this  is  the  point  of  the  charge,  and  not  the  fact  of  having  written 
a  letter,  which  is  wholly  immaterial  to  him  or  his  character,  howTever  im¬ 
portant  in  testing  the  veracity  of  Chambers  and  myself.  But  let  us  turn  to 
the  evidence, — in  answer  to  a  question  by  the  committee,  Judge  Lewis  says, 
“  I  have  not  the  slightest  recollection  that  I  did,”  [write  a  letter  to  Thomas 
Chambers.]  “  1  had  frequent  conversations  with  him ,  and  I  did  converse 
with  Mr.  Chambers  on  this  subject ,  that  of  raising  funds  to  enable  those 
gentlemen  to  make  the  'purchase  of  an  interest  in  the  Reporter  establish¬ 
ment ,  or  the  establishment  itself  ”  We  here  find  every  tittle  of  the  impu¬ 
tation  contained  in  the  alleged  letter,  confessed  by  Judge  Lewis.  He  also 
adds  that  “  the  price  was  communicated  to  [ him ,]”  but  he  “  does  not  now 
recollect  what  it  was;”  such  a  recollection  might  have  been  hazardous  for 
two  reasons — 1.  If  it  were  actually  $4000,  its  identity  with  that  alleged  by 
me  to  have  been  in  the  letter,  would  have  corroborated  the  statements  of 
Mr.  Corryell  and  myself  rather  marvellously,  supposing  that  we  had  “  been 
drawing  (as  he  said  of  Mr.  Corryell,)  on  our  imaginations.”  2.  If  the 
judge  had  named  the  sum  of  $4000,  intending  to  put  it  in  his  own  pocket, 
it  would  have  been  quite  awkward  to  confront  Mr.  Kerr,  who  says,  (p.  241) 
the  Reporter  could  not  have  boen  bought  for  “  less  than  $13,000,”  and 
adds,  that  if  he  bought  he  “  expected  to  be  assited  by  Judge  Lewis  to 
pay  for  it.”  Be  this  as  it  may,  the  judge  applied  to  an  agent  of  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  a  very  decided  political  opponent ,  to  furnish  funds  to 
buy  up  the  Reporter,  and  as  an  inducement,  he  says,  “  I  think  I  did  state 
to  him  that  the  Reporter  would  be  more  favorable  as  to  the  time  of 
resumption,  not  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank,  but  most  for  the  public 
interest .”  Thus  confessing  explicitly  all  that  was  alleged  to  be  contained 
in  the  letter.  The  judge’s  exculpation  is  then,  that  he  did  not  write  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Chambers,  asking  for  $4000  to  secure  the  Reporter,  but  he 
had  conversations  uith  him  (though  a  political  opponent,)  on  the  subject  of 
raising  funds  to  purchase  the  paper,  under  an  assurance  that  if  the 
funds  were  provided,  and  the  paper  bought,  it  would  change  its  policy 
as  to  the  banks — [it  having  been  warmly  opposed  to  their  views  before.] 
Is  not  such  a  defence  an  offence  to  the  plainest  understanding,  and  beyond 
the  art  of  special  pleading  to  give  it  color  1  I  now  proceed  to  notice 
Thomas  Chambers,  between  whom  and  myself  there  is  a  direct  issue  on  a 
matter  of  fact. 

My  testimony,  as  taken  down  by  the  committee  of  investigation,  omitting 
some  immaterial  words,  is  as  follows : — “  I  was  asked  by  L.  S.  Corryell  to 
go  into  Mr.  Thomas  Chambers’  room,  saying  that  he  wanted  to  see  me. 
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When  I  went  in  he  [Chambers]  handed  me  a  letter  purporting  to  be 
written  by  Judge  Lewis,  it  was  signed  with  his  name.  The  substance  of 
it  was,  that  the  Reporter,  a  paper  printed  in  this  place  [Harrisburg]  could  be 
secured  for  $4000,  expressing  a  desire  that  a  check  would  be  given  to  him 
immediately  for  the  money.  I  barely  remarked  that  you  cannot  possibly 
have  any  thing  to  do  with  such  a  business  as  this.”  “He  [Chambers] 
wrote  a  note  to  Judge  Lewis,  declining  the  offer,  which  he  read  to  me.” 
“  He  also  showed  me  a  paragraph  which  he  said  Lewis  had  given  him,  or 
sent  to  him,  to  be  published  in  the  Reporter.”  “  It  related  to  the  questions 
pending  before  the  Legislature,  in  regard  to  resumption.” 

It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  this  statement  with  that  of  Mr.  Chambers’ 
letter  of  19th  August,  to  Judge  Lewis;  one  or  the  other  must  be  false, 
unless  indeed  Mr.  Chambers  means  to  equivocate,  which  there  is  some 
reason  to  suspect  from  the  phraseology  of  his  letter.  Be  this  as  it  may,  I 
shall  treat  the  denial  according  to  its  most  obvious  intent,  having  no  incli¬ 
nation  to  seek  any  shelter  but  truth,  from  the  imputed  obloquy ;  my  recol¬ 
lection  is  clear  and  distinct  as  to  every  material  fact  stated,  and  it  is  one 
of  the  most  remarkable  and  unexpected  incidents  of  a  long  life,  that  such 
an  issue  should  be  made  between  myself  and  one  who  had  been  deemed 
respectable,  and,  for  aught  I  know,  entitled  to  credit  for  his  veracity.  It 
so  happens,  however,  that  this  issue  is  forced  upon  me,  and  I  do  not  pro¬ 
fess  to  be  indifferent  to  the  public  judgment  in  the  case.  The  contradic¬ 
tion  being  direct,  the  truth  must  be  ascertained  from  correlative  facts  and 
circumstances.  I  invite,  therefore,  a  candid  and  impartial  consideration  of 
these,  and  if  I  can  obtain  it,  have  no  concern  as  to  the  result.  The  most 
abandoned  of  the  human  race  do  not  commit  crime  without  some  motive  ; 
in  this  case,  I  entreat  the  severest  scrutiny  of  my  motives.  With  Judge 
Lewis,  who  seems  to  complain  of  injury,  I  had  been  acquainted  for  some 
years ;  we  never  had  the  slightest  difference  ;  there  was  no  possible  rival- 
ship  or  collision  of  interest  between  us ;  he  was  withal  a  near  relation,  by 
marriage,  to  a  deceased  friend  for  whom  and  whose  surviving  family  I 
must  ever  entertain  a  sincere  and  abiding  regard.  How  malevolent,  as 
well  as  reckless  of  moral  and  religious  obligation,  must  be  that  breast, 
which  under  such  circumstances  could  deliberately  invent  a  falsehood  in 
the  face  of  so  many  witnesses,  with  no  other  possible  object  than  that  of 
inflicting  an  injury  upon  an  unoffending  man  !  With  Mr.  Chambers  the 
question,  as  to  motive,  may  be  seen  in  a  very  different  light.  He  was,  as 
now  appears,  the  agent  of  the  Bank  U.  S. ;  he  was  either  cotemporary 
agent  with,  or  successor  to  D.  M.  Brodhead,  to  whom  George  Handy  says 
he  paid  “  about  one  hundred  and  twenty  thousand  dollars,”  (page  81  print¬ 
ed  report,)  which,  on  being  asked,  if  he  diet  not  know  that  he  was  “  pay¬ 
ing  it  for  corrupt  purposes,”  answered,  “  I  can’t  deny  it,”  (page  90.)  It 
has  already  been  shown,  that  Judge  Lewis  had  a  knowledge  of  Brodhead’s 
being  provided  with  money  “to  pay  expenses.”  Other  circumstances,  yet 
to  be  explained,  justify  the  belief  that  he  had  been  enlisted  by  Brodhead, 


8 


or  Joseph  Solms,  his  coadjutor,  (see  his  letters.)  It  may  be  observed,  that 
Judge  Lewis’  departure  from  Harrisburg,  “  about  20th  March,”  was  a  sub¬ 
ject  of  pointed  remark  among  the  officers  and  agents  of  the  U.  S.  Bank. 
Mr.  Boyd,  one  of  the  directors,  on  22d  March,  says,  “  Judge  Lewis  has 
gone  home  and  no  good  reason  assigned,”  and  on  27th  March,  he  speaks 
of  the  “  mysterious  exit  of  the  Hon.  E.  L.”  And  Joseph  Solms,  the  co¬ 
adjutor  of  Brodhead  and  the  adviser  of  George  Handy  (p.  85,  86,)  who  ap¬ 
pears,  from  his  letters,  to  have  been  fully  in  the  secret  of  the  money  trans¬ 
actions,  also  refers  to  the  same  subject  in  a  very  significant  manner.  In  a 
letter,  dated  21st  March,  the  day  after  Judge  Lewis  says  (p.  144,)  he  left 
Harrisburg,  he  writes — “The  Judge’s  wife  is  not  sick,  he  must  have  had 
powerful  inducements  to  have  left  this  place — put  him  on  the  list  of  de¬ 
serters.”  That  Judge  Lewis  is  the  person  alluded  to,  we  learn  from  his 
own  testimony,  wherein  he  says  (p.  144,)  “  I  was  urged  by  several  to 
remain  ;  I  gave  them  my  reason  for  going ;  it  was  the  illness  of  my  wife.” 
Solms  speaks  of  “ powerful  inducements ”  to  have  left.  Why  should  a 
man  who  had  merely  “  come  to  Harrisburg  for  recreation,”  want  powerful 
inducements  to  go  home  to  his  family]  unless  he  had  powerful  induce¬ 
ments  to  rema.ln\ng,  other  timn  the  Judge  has  acknowledged, — “  put  him 
on  the  list  of  deserters ,”  says  Solms,  why  so]  unless  he  had  taken  the 
bounty ,  which  from  the  letters  written  at  the  time,  and  never  intended  to 
meet  the  public  eye,  can  scarcely  be  doubted. 

Mr.  Solms  says  in  his  letter  to  George  Handy  (No.  7,  p.  247)  “Our 
neighbors,  I  am  afraid,  act  not  very  neighborly,  nay,  I  am  nearly  certain 
that  they  use  irresistible  arguments  such  as  the  Monster  used  in  obtaining 
the  Charter.”  Again,  he  says  in  Letter  No.  12,  to  the  same  (p.  250,) 
“  There  are  countermines  as  powerful  as  all  is  right .”  This  phrase,  “  all 
is  right,”  is  explained  to  mean,  that  the  money  demanded  “  would  be  paid 
according  to  contract,”  (p.  90.)  It  appears  that  Solms  believed  that  some 
other  parties  were  using  as  “  powerful  inducements”  as  the  money  they 
were  giving,  which  explains  his  probable  meaning  in  referring  to  the  sup¬ 
posed  “  powerful  inducements”  which  had  caused  Judge  Lewis  to  desert. 

I  am  now  assuming  that  Mr.  Chambers  had  been  made  acquainted  with 
Brodhead’s  arrangements.  Though  I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  he  had 
money  to  disburse  [a  large  sum  had  been  paid  to  Brodhead  under  contract, 
(p.  83)  which  Solms  understood,  and  he  protested  against  “  underplots,” 
meaning,  as  I  suppose,  that  no  money  should  be  confided  to  other  hands.] 
But  that  Chambers  must  have  known  most  if  not  all  of  Brodhead’s  and 
Solms’  enlisted  men,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt,  and  that  among  these 
was  Judge  Lewis.  It  is  fully  proved  from  the  Judge’s  confession  of  his 
oral  overture  to  Chambers,  to  furnish  money  to  buy  the  Reporter,  that  he 
knew  his  (Chambers’)  position  and  business  ;  hence,  there  must  have  been 
a  confidential  affiliation  between  them,  which  would  make  it  the  interest 
of  Mr.  Chambers  to  exculpate  Lewis  from  any  imputation  which,  if  fixed 
upon  the  latter,  could  not  fail  to  attach  to  himself.  Chambers  was  asso- 
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ciated  with  men  who  had  money  “  to  procure  legislation.”  Lewis,  if  their 
letters  be  true,  had  taken  their  bounty,  but  perhaps  he  was  one  who 
thought  these  men  “  close-fisted,”  (p.  245,)  and  concluded  to  ply  Chambers 
on  another  tack,  whence  the  application  to  him  for  the  $4000,  under  the 
pretence  of  buying  the  “  Reporter.”  Mr.  Chambers  could  not  fail  to  see 
that,  if  he  acknowledged  the  overture  to  Judge  Lewis,  it  would  be  a  virtual 
acknowledgment  of  his  own  participation  in  the  corruptions  of  his  asso¬ 
ciates.  He  had,  therefore,  a  powerful  motive  for  denying  the  letter  in  the 
manner  he  has  done.  But  I  do  not  rest  the  case  here.  Mr.  Chambers  was 
summoned  by  the  Committee,  but  he  did  not  appear:  he  went  out  of  the 
State  and  remained  until  the  Legislature  adjourned.  He  must  have  had 
“  powerful  inducement”  for  being  absent  so  long,  at  such  a  time.  Some 
weeks  after  his  return,  it  seems,  Judge  Lewis  repaired  to  Danville,  where 
Mr.  Chambers  resides,  and  after  a  full  opportunity  of  comparing  views, 
and  arranging  plans,  he  addresses  the  letter  and  receives  the  answer, 
placed  at  the  head  of  this  paper ;  Chambers’  principal  (D.  M.  Brodhead,) 
in  like  manner,  also  left  the  State,  during  the  same  timei  after  having 
sworn  at  his  first  examination  that  he  did  not  “  attend  at  Harrisburg  du¬ 
ring  that  session,  as  an  agent  of  any  of  the  Banks  of  this  Commonwealth 
to  procure  favorable  legislation  for  them,  in  reference  to  resumption.” 
See  pages  69,  70  for  his  explicit  denials  of  his  agency,  of  receiving  mo¬ 
ney,  &c.  &c.,  contradicted  by  the  testimony  of  George  Handy,  and  by  his 
own  letters  (afterwards  produced  by  Handy,)  in  the  most  unequivocal  and 
conclusive  manner — see  pages  86,  87,  276,  277.  The  denial  of  the  ab¬ 
sconding  sub-agent  Chambers,  of  receiving  Judge  Lewis’  letter,  is  not 
more  emphatic  nor  explicit  than  those  of  the  principal  (Brodhead,)  as  to 
his  receiving  the  money.  But  I  do  not  rest  the  case  here,  and  now  intro¬ 
duce,  in  conclusion,  some  positive  evidence.  On  the  20th  June,  Lewis  S. 
Corryell  having  been  summoned  before  the  Committee,  testified  as  follows 
— “  I  was  sent  for,  to  Mr.  Chambers’  room,  and  he  submitted  a  letter,  and 
I  am  not  sure  of  reading  it  myself,  but  he  submitted  it  to  S.  D.  Ingham, 
Judge  Donaldson,  and  myself.  It  alluded  to  some  agreement  by  which,  if 
$4000  was  paid  at  once,  the  columns  of  the  Reporter  could  be  bad  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  passage  of  that  law ;  the  money  was  to  be  sent  in  a  draft  to 
Judge  Lewds.  Mr.  Ingham  replied  first,  and  said  that  if  there  was  any 
thing  of  this  sort  going  on,  he  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter, 
viz.  give  his  influence  to  favor  the  passage  of  the  law.  Judge  Donaldson 
said  that  he  did  not  believe  there  was  a  w7ord  of  truth  in  the  matter,  and 
he  was  requested  to  go  to  the  Reporter  office,  and  see  if  he  could  elicit 
any  evidence  of  the  fact ;  he  returned  and  said  he  could  ascertain  no  evi¬ 
dence  whatever.  While  he  wTas  gone,  either  Mr.  Ingham  wrote,  or  Cham¬ 
bers,  as  Ingham  dictated,  a  reply  to  this  letter  from  Judge  E.  Lewis.  I 
can’t  recollect  the  words  of  the  reply,  but  it  was  a  prompt  declination  ; 
Judge  Lewis  went  to  Philadelphia  the  same  afiernoon.”  Thus,  every  ma¬ 
terial  fact  which  Mr.  Chambers  has  denied  is  proved  by  two  witnesses,  se- 
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parately  examined,  the  last  never  having-  seen  or  heard  a  word  of  what  the 
first  had  stated,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  imaginable  motives  for  misre¬ 
presentation  by  either.  While  at  Harrisburg,  after  I  was  examined,  I  was 
told  by  several,  that  my  statement  corroborated  that  of  Mr.  Corryell,  but  I 
never  saw  what  he  said,  until  within  a  few  days,  when  I  procured  a  print¬ 
ed  copy  of  the  testimony.  It  is  true,  Judge  Donaldson  pleads  non  mi 
recordo  as  to  the  letter  and  conversation,  but  he  lives  in  the  same  town 
with  Mr.  Chambers,  and  sits,  I  think,  on  the  same  bench  with  Judge 
Lewis ;  he  was  also,  I  believe,  sub-agent  of  Chambers  in  all  his  transac¬ 
tions  at  Harrisburg,  and  had  the  same  motive  for  not  remembering  the  let¬ 
ter  that  his  employer  had  for  denying  all  intercourse  with  Lewis.  There 
is  another  item  of  testimony  which  has  great  circumstantial  force  in  this 
case.  It  may  be  remembered,  that  Judge  Lewis  made  a  “  mysterious 
exit,”  for  which  he  must  have  had,  according  to  Solms,  “  powerful  in¬ 
ducement” — that  he  became  a  “  deserter.”  Mr.  Corryell  says,  “  he  went 
to  Philadelphia  the  same  afternoon”  that  the  letter  was  received  by 
Chambers,  possibly  to  see  what  could  be  done  at  head-quarters;  now,  if  it 
be  true,  that  Mr.  Chambers  believed  Judge  Lewis’  request  to  have  $4000 
placed  “ immediately ,”  was  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  evidence,  a  mere 
contrivance  to  extort  money  for  himself,  what  would  he  [Chambers]  be 
likely  to  do  on  hearing  that  Judge  Lewi?  had  suddenly  gone  to  Philadel¬ 
phia!  Would  he  not  write  to  some  officer  of  the  Bank,  to  put  them  on 
guard  against  such  a  trick  !  And,  behold  !  it  happens  that  he  did  so  write, 
and  we  find  in  the  printed  report  (p.  302,)  the  following  important  post¬ 
script  to  a  letter  from  him,  to  Mr.  Dunlap.  “  Jf  Judge  Lewis  should  de¬ 
sire  any  favors,  don't  extend  them  till  I  see  you."  We  thus  have  an  irre¬ 
sistible  corroboration  of  the  most  material  circumstance  in  the  evidence, 
by  a  letter  written  by  Chambers  himself  at  the  time  of  the  transaction , 
containing  just  such  an  admonition  as  any  man  of  common  sense  under  the 
same  circumstances  would  have  given.  The  failure  to  procure  the  $4000, 
either  from  Chambers,  or  directly  from  the  Bank,  Brodhead  and  Solms 
being  too  “close-fisted,”  may  account  for  the  “mysterious  exit”  and 
desertion  of  the  honorable  Judge.  But,  I  have  something  further  to  say 
in  relation  to  Mr.  Chambers.  Having  been  informed  that  Mr.  L.  S.  Cor¬ 
ryell  met  with  him  in  New  York,  on  his  way  back  to  Pennsylvania,  soon 
after  the  adjournment  of  the  Legislature,  I  addressed  to  Mr.  Corryell  the 
following  note. 

Great  Spring,  16 th  Sept.  1842. 

L.  S.  Corryell,  Esq. 

Dear  Sir — You  mentioned  to  me  some  time  since,  that  you  had  met 
with  Mr.  Thomas  Chambers,  in  New  York,  on  his  way  home,  and  had 
some  conversation  with  him  respecting  the  investigation  by  a  committee  of 
the  Legislature  of  Pennsylvania,  of  the  alleged  attempts  in  1840  to  pro¬ 
cure  legislation  by  corrupt  means.  Will  you  have  the  goodness  to  state  in 
writing,  the  particulars  of  that  conversation  as  accurately  as  you  can,  also 
where  it  took  place!  Yours  truly,  S.  D.  INGHAM. 
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New  Hope ,  1 7th  Sept.  1842, 

Hoh.  S.  D.  Ingham, 

Dear  Sir — I  found  yours  of  the  16th  on  my  return  home  to-day,  inquir¬ 
ing  what  conversation  I  had  with  Thomas  Chambers  lately  in  New  York, 
I  cheerfully  give  you  my  recollection  of  that  interview.  I  met  Mr.  Cham¬ 
bers  in  New  York,  after  the  Pennsylvania  Legislature  had  risen  this  sum¬ 
mer,  and  had  a  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  the  testimony  given  be¬ 
fore  the  committee,  particularly  that  of  Judge  Lewis.  I  remarked  to  him, 
that  “  I  had  stated  that  he  (T.  Chambers)  had  received  a  letter  from  Judge 
Lewis,  in  which  he  demanded  $4000  to  secure  the  columns  of  the  Repor¬ 
ter,  to  aid  the  passage  of  the  suspension  act,”  which  Judge  Lewis  has 
denied.  Mr.  Chambers  replied,  “Did  the  rascal  deny  it  1”  I  also  told 
him  that  Mr.  Ingham  had  stated  in  his  evidence,  which  I  had  omitted,  that 
Judge  Lewis  had  sent  you  (Chambers,)  an  article  for  the  Reporter,  on  the 
subject  of  resumption;  Mr.  Chambers’  reply  to  this  was,  “to  be  sure  he 
did,  and  we  considered  the  article  a  poor  shallow  thing,  and  you  know 
when  I  refused  his  demand  for  the  $4000,  that  he  went  to  Philadelphia 
the  same  afternoon,  to  make  his  bargain  there,  as  I  supposed.”  I  remark¬ 
ed,  that  I  was  very  sorry  he  (Chambers,)  was  not  examined  before  the 
committee.  He  replied,  that  he  did  not  mean  to  be  examined  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  for  many  reasons.  In  the  course  of  the  conversation,  I  observed 
that  I  heard  a  gentleman  at  Harrisburg,  the  day  after  Lewis’  examination, 
say,  that  “he  (Lewis)  was  not  fit  to  set  on  the  bench.”  Chambers  then 
said,  “  I  must  take  care,  for  I  have  an  important  law-suit  to  be  decided  in 
his  district,  and  he  has  great  power  and  may  ruin  me.”  I  have  hastily 
given  you  what  I  distinctly  recollect  now,  and  you  are  at  liberty  to  use  it 
as  you  please,  and  which  I  am  willing  to  verify  on  oath,  if  required. 

I  am,  yours,  &c. 

Respectfully, 

LEWIS  S.  CORRYELL. 

It  seems  impossible  for  any  intelligent,  candid  mind,  after  considering  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  as  they  are  illustrated,  not  by  any 
argument  of  mine,  but  by  the  internal  evidence  found  in  the  volume  of 
testimony  taken  before  the  committee  of  investigation,  not  to  be  drawn  to 
the  conclusion, 

1.  That  Judge  Lewis  very  probably  received  a  part  of  the  $120,000 
which  George  Handy,  under  the  advice  of  Judge  Porter,  paid  to  D.  M. 
Brodbead,  to  enable  him  “  to  call  to  his  aid  persons  from  Various  parts  of 
the  State.” 

2.  That  Judge  Lewis  knew  of  Chambers’  agency,  and  planned  the 
scheme  of  the  pretended  purchase  of  the  “  Reporter”  to  extort  $4000  out 
of  Chambers  to  be  put  in  his  own  pocket. 

3.  That  failing  in  this,  and  being  one  of  the  “  expectants”  of  a  “  large 
estate”  referred  to  in  Solms’  letter  of  8th  March,  (p.  245),  he  thought  his 
employer  too  “  close-fisted,”  and  either  in  the  hope  of  getting  offers  of 
more  money,  or  under  some  other  “ powerful  inducement ,”  suddenly  and 
unexpectedly  deserted  the  service. 

4.  That  Chambers  did  receive  Judge  Lewis’  proposition  to  secure  the 
“  Reporter,”  and  an  immediate  demand  for  $4000  in  writing ,  as  stated  in 


12 


the  evidence,  whereby  the  overture,  which  he  (Lewis)  confesses  became 
known  to  the  witness,  L.  S.  Corryell,  and  myself,  and  believing  after  the 
inquiry  and  report  of  Donaldson,  that  it  was  a  trick  to  extort  that  sum  from 
the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  he  wrote  the  following  important  postscript 
in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Dunlap.  “  If  Judge  Lewis  desires  any  favors  don't 
extend  them  until  I  see  youf  to  put  him  on  guard  against  similar  attempts 
at  impositton. 

5.  That  at  the  time  Chambers  saw  L.  S.  Corryell  in  New  York,  he  had 
not  determined  to  deny  any  facts  in  relation  to  the  matter,  having  no  doubt 
left  the  State  to  avoid  the  painful  alternative  presented  to  him  if  exa¬ 
mined  by  the  committee.  But  a  perusal  of  the  book  of  evidence,  show¬ 
ing  the  character  of  Brodhead,  the  predicament  of  Judge  Lewis,  his  own 
apparent  connection  with  them,  the  examples  of  bold  and  barefaced  perjury, 
together  pvith  the  alarmi  £.fact  which  seemed  first  to  have  occurred  to  him 
jn  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Corryell  in  New  York,  that  he  had  a  lawsuit 
pending  in  Judge  Lewis’  Court,  and  that  he  (Lewis)  had  the  power  “  to  ruin 
him,”  united  together  in  an  evil  hour  to  produce  the  extraordinary  denial 
before  us. 

Nothing  that  I  could  add  by  way  of  comment  can  make  this  testimony 
more  conclusive  as  to  the  character  of  Mr.  Chambers’  denial,  and  the  com¬ 
bined  force  of  the  motives  which  have  produced  it.  I  am  fully  satisfied 
that  where  I  am  well  known  it  was  unnecessary  to  have  taken  any  notice 
of  these  letters ;  but  it  was  due  to  myself  and  family,  as  well  as  to  the  cause 
of  truth  elsewhere,  to  present  the  facts  and  circumstances  necessary  to  elu¬ 
cidate  their  character;  and  lest  any  should  suppose  I  had  not  reasserted  my 
statement  before  the  committee,  as  emphatically  as  the  case  required,  I 
take  the  occasion  to  declare  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  as  I  may  have  to 
answer  at  the  great  day  before  a  perfectly  just  and  omniscient  God,  that 
every  fact  stated  in  my  evidence,  which  is  contradicted  by  Mr.  Chambers, 
is  the  truth  and  nothing  but  the  truth. 

I  have  to  request  the  editors  of  papers  who  have  published  or  may  pub¬ 
lish  the  letters  of  Judge  Lewis  and  Mr.  Chambers,  to  do  me  the  justice  to 
publish  the  above.  t 

*  S.  D.  INGHAM. 


